In the eighties Ronald Reagan often compared himself with Roosevelt and Republican partisans certainly hoped that his 1980 electoral victory heralded an equivalent mighty political realignment. One close student of the liberal tradition did characterize Reagan as "The Roosevelt of the Right," but Alonzo Hamby was quick to add that if Reagan and Roosevelt shared certain qualities -buoyant personalities, heavy reliance on communication skills to energize their presidencies, an ideological rhetoric tougher than actual policy, and a relative indifference to details and policy contradictions -Reagan ultimately accomplished less than did Roosevelt. "The one goal," noted Hamby, "that consistently eluded him, and the one that Roosevelt achieved, was that of an enduring political realignment in the form of a broad coalition of interest groups loosely held together by an ideology."
1 The Reagan Presidency was a coalition of disparate and competing elements: New Rightists, libertarians, neoconservatives and paleoconservatives. Of these groups only the libertarians supported an across-the-board market liberalism.
2 New Rightists were preponderantly Christian social conservatives who believed that government expansion had usurped traditional authority, undermined the family, and provided unorthodox lifestyles with preferential status before the law. For the social conservatives the New Class's emphasis on personal fulfillment and liberation was a fundamental threat to the old patriarchal order. Government support for these changes through the proposed Equal Rights Amendment and the Supreme Court abortion rulings made the state seem a co-conspirator against the normal moral order. 
Bringing the Market Back In
Libertarians could support the social conservative's call for squeezing welfare programs, lowering of anti-family taxes, and promotion of educational choice, but for fundamentally different reasons. The social conservatives emphasized the revitalization of moral authority; libertarians saw liberty as the highest value. Thus the two groups' ultimate visions conflicted. Indeed the social conservatives were not inherently anti-statists. Although they insisted that government must promote and protect the traditional moral order, evangelicals differed very little from the rest of Americans regarding support for the basic social welfare functions provided by the modem American state. 4 The market liberals also received only partial support from the neoconservatives. Although Irving Kristol's journal The Public Interest had published some of the most effective critiques of the Great Society's social program, Kristol was not an unqualified supporter of a capitalist order, offering only Two Cheers for Capitalism. 5 Kristol argued the inevitability of some sort of welfare state, accepted the need for government regulation of business, endorsed a decentralized censorship, and worried about the corrosive effects of capitalism on bourgeois morality. Writing to Roy Childs, he suggested that libertarians were too optimistic about the nature of man:
Basically the issue between us is whether or not our bourgeoiscapitalist society needs the Judeo-Christian tradition to function or whether human beings can, out of their existing liberties, create a new morality and a new set of beliefs that can replace this tradition. Obviously, I believe that the latter effort is doomed to failure. Rationalism can subvert traditional beliefs, but it cannot of itself create beliefs that human communities can or will accept as codes of moral and social conduct.
7
Kristol was not the only neoconservative who expected a conservative government to promote public morality and provide for the general welfare. James Q. Wilson cautioned libertarian conservatives that the major conflicts of American history had been not about the size of government but rather about "right
